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ABSTRACT „. r 

The study involving 105 learhing disabled students (6 
to 12 years old! investigated the effects of the sex and race of 
students to determine if these factors were salient to initial 
placement* in elementary learning disabilities classrooms, to the 
amount or type of instruction received in reading, to the learning 
behaviors students exhibit in reading, or to students* academic 
progress. Highlights of previous research on the relationship of sex 
and race to performance and treatment differences in elementary T 
school classrooms were reviewed. The evaluation unit o£ the Learning 
Research and Developmentj|£enter studied reading instruction in an 
urban school -districts elementary classrooms for the learning 
disabled for 2 years. To assess the relative efficacy of specific 
practices, Ss were pretested in the fall using the Level I Reading- 
Suttest of the Ride Range Achievement Test (WRAT) and Spache 
Diaanostic Peading Scales and were pbsttested in the spring of the 
following yea*r using the WRAT, the Spache, and the Comprehensive 
Tests of Basic Skills. ,Re^ults of the analysis regarding differential* 
placement suggested -that .there is race and s^x relationship to 
placement. It appeared that^Black girls, while they are Less likely 
to be placed overall, are more likely to be placed correctly. The 
level of achievement , -teacher , instructional behaviors, and student / 
behaviors .were remarkably similar for all student groups although / 
there was* a significant sex by race interaction for oral reading 
> (White girls read aloud morel, a significant race effect for off task 
(Whites were off task more), and a, significant sex effect for rewards 
and waiting/managing materials (girls got more rewards 4nd 
waited/manaaed more) • (SB) 
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. , Abstract « 



Poor reading performance is the primary "reason for assignment of 
learning disabled students to special education classrooms'. Such 
classrooms are characterized as containing a majority of "^ites and 
' males. Previous research indicates that in regular classroom settings 

teachers teaph' girls more reading and boys more mathematics. Research 

* .. 

on racial differences in instructional treatment has been scant. This 

• : ■£. J "-■ 

paper ^presents an investigation of whether or not 'differences by sex 

pr race occurred in placement/ teacher contacts , assignment practices, 

an* student learning behaviors in learning disabilities classrooms. 

Results revealed differences in placement, similarity, of teacher 

^treatmen^ and student, behavior, and similarity of the effects of such 

behaviors on test performance. 1 
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, Sex and Race Differences in Learning Disabilities Classrooms 

1 

Special education in general and * education , 'for the 
* 

learning-disabled (LD) in particular have put considerable emphasis on 

recognizing the individual problems of students and on finding 

appiopriate, individual solutions^ Therefore, one would expect to 

find substantial variation in those classrooms with respect to 

characteristics such ■ as entering .^bility, discrepancy between 

chronological age an<^ achievement level, time spent receiving 

instruction, tiipe spent engaged irU instructional activities, and 

growth ^in performance. However, one would not expect 'that variation 

to be explainable by group membership, for example the sex ahd/or race 

of the child. The purpose of this paper is to investigate the effects 

of the stex and. race of LD students to determine if these fajytors were 

salient to initial placement in elementary learnina/disabilities 

classrooms, ' ^o, the amount or type of instruction ^ceived in riding, 

to the Earning behaviors' students exhibit in reading, or to students 1 
P % ■ 

academic progress. . / 



i 
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v Theoretical Ffamework / / 

The general population of interest is children classified v as 
j & Earning disabled. One of the requirements for classifying a child as 
. learningdisable^is that^his/her intellectual ability (as measure^ by 
an IQ teqt) 'should fall within or above the average range. Evidence 
. suggests th^it most LD students fall in the lower end of that ,range ^t^. 
*^(i.e., between 90 and ^ (Gajar, 1977; Hansche & Gottfried, 1980; 
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Kirk & Elkins, 1975; Larsori, 1978; Norman & Zigmond, ., 1980; 
Reynolds, Cober, & Mper, 1978). The second requirement of interest 
is that a discrepancy exist between the -child' a ability and his/her 
performance. In general, an LD child ^is performing below what his/jfer 
IQ would indicate and below grade level. The most common*\area of 
underachievement is ^reading (Hallahan^ & Kauffman, 1978; Zigmond, 
VaXlecorsa, & Leinhardt, 1980). 

The special education literature suggests a preponderance of 
males in learning disabilities classrooms (Norman & Zigmond, 1980). 
The predominance of males has beeh supported on biological grounds, 
but this has not gone unchallenged. Blom <1971) notes that while most^ 
studies find a higher incidence of reading disability among boys than 
girls and that this is even more true among minority. and disadvantaged 
students,, data from other countries suggest this fact does ^not hold,, 
thus discrediting innate physiological explanations, further, there 
&ive been suggestions that identified girls are more /disabled than 
boys (Owen, 1978). Curr^at concerns for the disproportionate 
(over) representation of blacks in EMR settings is not /reflected in the 
LD situation as minorities are not over- and are sometimes 
under-represented (Bi9kel, in press). 

There haye been no studies found on the relationship of group 
membership' (sex or race) to the characteristic^ or^reatment of LD 
students. Therefor^ the salient literature for tfo/s work deals with 
known~ and speculated population differences iiy kon-liD student* with 
respect to basic abilities, academic performance', and instruc 



ional 



3trucfcic 

treatments. There is considerable variance in the amount ^f 
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information available in each of these areas. The following 
discussion highlights what is known about the relationship of sfcx and 
race to performance and treatment differences in elementary school 
classrooms* 

Performance Differences ' * 

In general, no consistent sex differences have been found in 
intellectual ability (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974; or related basic 

y 

abilities such as divergent thinking or 'problem-solving (Daehler, 
1972; Greenberger, O'Connor, & Sorensen, 1971; Mc Kinney, hi 3). 
There have been some studies of race-related differences in basic 
abilities, but no methodologically convincing evidence exists to date 
to support such ability differences. 

Studies of general intellectual ability that include both the sex 
and the race of. the child also find no consistent differences based on 
group membership. For ^xample , using young black children, neither 
Klaus and Gray (1968) nor Quay (1972) found sex differences in general 
intelligence. Achievement differences, however-, appear repeatedly for 
both groups under consideration (e.g., Jantz, 1974). It is common to 
find studies where girls score higher in reading while boys' outperform 
girls in mathematics (e.g., Aiken, 1973; Blom, Frey, Prawat, & 
Jarvis, 1980; Flanagan, Davis, Dailey, Shaycoft, Orr, Goldberg, & 
Neyman, 1964; Gates, 1961; PaVsley, Powell, & O'Connor, 1964). 
Race-related differences in achievement have also "been well 
documented, and one generally finds that whites .outperform blacks when 
SES has not been controlled (Hunt, 1972; Mosteller & Moynihan, 1972). 
When SES, race, and sex are included in studies of school achievement. 
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results vary. Tulkin (1968) found differences between males by 'race 
but no differences between females. Backman (1972) reanalyzed Project 

t 

Talent data and found sex to-account for significantly more of the 
variation In test performance than either SES or ethnicity. Johnson 
(1973-74) found a sex by culture Interaction In performance.. 
Confuslon^seems to be the rule rather than the exception. 
Treatment Differences , ' 

If one can assume no differences among groups In basic abilities 
with consistent differences in achievement, then the next step is. to 
look for educationally relevant differences in classroom experience's 

'■•■X 

as a potential source of* J*he variation between groups. Here onfe finds 
that a variety of explanations have been generated, none conclusively 
proven. A large number - of studies v lpoJc at the differential 
^expect^iols of teachers for different groups of students (e.g.; 
Cooper & Won, 1977; Corobleth & Korth, 1977; ©atta, Schae^er, & 
Davis, 1968^ Finn, 1972; Good & Brophy, 197 I Wait * McCarthy, 
198<J). These studies, however, usually d^pot determine how tfcose 
expectations are translated into the differential treatment } of 
students. Even when a specific teacher be&avior is predicted by 
expectation, no link is made as to how that ^behavior may affect 
student performance . 

The sex differences literature, while extensive, contains 
relatively few studies that examitie specific cognitive instruction to 
students. Even when genera^, measures bf Instruction' are used, 
evidence as to differences in this domain is either weak or 
contradictory (Bank, Biddle, & Good, 1980). The most common finding 
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is that boys receive more management and more negative contact*. 
(Brophy & Good, 1970; Davis & Slobodiih, 1967; Jackson & Lahaderhe, 
1967; Koester & Farley, 1980; Meyer & Thompson, 1963). Blom, Frey, 
Prawat, and Jarvis (1980) investigated whether the discrepancy between 
boys' and girls' reading difficulties is dttet6 a difference in^ho'w 
language is used by the two' groups. They found that while girls 
consistently outperform boys in reading achievement, boys outperform - 
girls in receptive language ability. This rinding would suggest that 
different instructional methods may be neqessai:^ in teaching reading 
to boys and girls, but once again, no evidence ^s^^res^ ted to fchow 
that this is the case. "X ~ ' 

Two studies have been found that look at specific instructional 
* * _ » * 

process variables that appear to have an affect on student achievement ' 

and that also vary depending upon the, sex of the child. Samuel^/ and 

. Turnure (1974) found that attentfveness was significantly related to 

word recognition scores <in first graders when reading- readiness' was 

Qontr^Lled. ' (There was. also no significant difference between J^oys 

and^ girl)* on reading readiness.) After, observing studeit — Behavior 

during' Treading, they found that first grade girj.s were significantly 

more attentive" than boys and achieve higher wordy recognition scores., f 

v - * * 

Leinhardt,^ Seewald and^nfeel (1979) found confirnrijjg evidence that 
boys receive more management contacts and^ also found that teachers " 1 
make mo^re cognitive cont/cts to girls in reading and more cognitive 
contacts to boys in mathematics. This finding is especially 
interesting in light of J§^paral l lel'achie,vement differences -found so 



often in the' literature' 
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Literature that looks at race differences in relationship to ' 
instructional differences is scant.. The largest tfody of such 
literature comes out of research on desegregation (iee, for example, 
reviews by Crain & , Mahard, 1977, St .John, ,1975, and, Weinberg, 1975, 
1977). In general, it has-been found that white performance is 
unafWted , by desegregation Wle '''b,lacick perform better in 
predominant Jry white schools, especially (in the early grades'. These 
studies look at the affect of a social intervention on black and white, 
achievement, but do not document in-class treatment. To put the issue 
-~ succinctly v Crain and MaSard state, "The\common error.of this research 
can be stated in five words: Desegregation is not a treatment" (.1977, 

lJ ■ , . , 

A few studies have included variables other - than desegregation 

.^ut they are usually school level variables such as expenditures 
t average teacher training (e.g., Armor, 1972). While these school j 
factors do n<ft appear .to explain differenc)ts'\ in black and white ( | 
. achievement, one still does not know if there are in fact differences ] 
aj: the 'classroom instructional le^el. ' Rist*( 1978) observed -elassrqim / 
l«Svel differences, in the treatment of, black and white children i^i a 
newly integrated school. He notes such factors as isolation, more 

ts , and 



managerial contacts, inappropriate*- (effusive) positive contac 
lessL instru</ti"on \^ the black students in predominantly white- 
classrooms. While -enlightening, this work does not provide for 



adLuate comparison with white, students itf the school, nor does it 
report ajly student performance differences. , " i 
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ThetJ are no studies that found of differential treatment 

within special education environments. The previqus discussion, 
however, points out the issues of interest for £^e current study as w«< 
examine sex and face differences in the placement, treatment, and 
prediction of outcomes for learning disabled* students . 



Methods 

\ 

This paper addresses three questions. First, do children that 
are , served in LD classrooms . ge^ placed there using differential 
stanlardB for disability depending on the personal characteristics of 
raceNgnd sex? Initial inspection of the psychological evaluations 
used for placement . showed no differences in reasons given for 
.placement.. In order to answer ^Js^^uesti<5n more precisely, a series 
of contingency table analyses were,. done. Each student was^cored as 



to his/her degree of underachievement based on chronological age and 
WRAT test performance (given concerns of bias and inappropriateness 
for black and^ LD populations, IQ scores were notAsed) . A modified 
version ofc^the Bfeeman (1965) approach was uied to distinguish 
"achievers'* from "undera'chievers" . 

The second Question, is, do, students receive different instruction 
and/or behaje differently -with respect ^le^rning depending on their 
race oi^ sex^/ In order to answer this question, sa two-way^ ANOVA 
(sex x iracey was donf usi-ng^' the following* variables: pretest, 
posttest A overlap, pacing, /^rewards, cognitive press, teacher 
instruction, tfflent reading, oral readiW, waiting and Management , and 

.Mm J . I ^ A ' * U / 



off-t/ask. 
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And third, do students respond differently to the same 

r ' 

treatment depending on their race' or sex? To examine this 
an analysis of regressioV slopes was doner by sex and by race and ' was. 
compared to the pooled regression. (See Humphreys, 1972, .McCandless; 
Roberts, and Star.nes, 1972, anl Reynolds, 1979 for other examples 
using this approach.) These regressions pofited a two-stage model: 
the first stage examined how student learning behaviors were affected 

K by student pretest performance in reading, and by teacher behaviors as 

measured by amount of instruction, cognitive press, rewards and 
pacing; the second stage examined how student test performance was 

influenced by student pretest, behavior, student learning behaviors 
^ including silent reading, , oAl " reading, ' and indirect reading 

activities, and tte relevance of instruction forjjjhe/ post test (i.e. 

overlap) (Leinhardt, Zigmond, & Cooley, in presl 




A - ' * - 

Data" Source 

The evaluation unit of the Wrning Research and Development 
Center (LRDC) studied reading' instruction in an urban school 

district's elementary classrooms for the learning-disabled for two 

i \ ■ - 

years.} The details of observation methods and the overall, results are 

reported elsewhere (Cooley, Leinhardt, & Zigmond, 1979; Leinhardt & 

Seewald, in press; Leinhardt, Zigmond, & Cooley, in press) . iJorder 

to assess fche relatilve efficacy of specif ic{ practices, 105 students 

were pretested in the fall of 1978 using ftie Level 'i Reading Subtest 



t " j>f the Wide Range Achievement ^gst (WRAT- Jastak, Bijcfu^S lastak, 
1976), and Spachei>iagnostic Reading Scales (Spache^ 1972). They were 



posttested in the spring of 1979 using the WRAT^/the Spache, and the 
Gomprehensive Tests of ' Basic Skills (CTRS"; >CTB/McGraw-Hill , 1974). 

» 

Students and teachers were observed for an average of 30 hours over a 

i 

100-day period, the 105 students represented the total population of 
all 11 LD elementary classrooms in the district. Of the original 130 
students, 25 were lost due to transfers or because parental permission 
was denied.* The're were 73 males andr{32 females, 71 whites and 34 
blacks. Students ranged in age from 6 to 12. 

a - 

■ . „ • (■ 

< Results and Discussion . *s - . 

• ■/ r • 

/ . 

Placement \ . . ^*«- 

The results of the an^ysjls regarding differential placement 
str.ongly suggest that there is" a .race and sex relationship to 
placement. Tables 1, 2, 'and 3 report' the results. The three-way^ 
contingency table analysis. (Table 1) indicates that there *re a 
^ disproportionate number of whites, "and that a far smaller proportion 
o£^laj|Pfemales in LD classes are achievers than are white males. As 

discrepancy between age and performance is' one of the main reasons for 

. ' ' f 

placement,' it appears that black* girls, while they are le*s likely to 

\ > ^ 5 

be placed. oVerall, are more likely to be placed Correctly. A more 

> - K. ■ \ 
precise analyses pf race within nex (Tables 2 and 3) suggests that 

: • " f\ , 

there is a disproportionate number of achieving white males.^and 

.females. That is T i't^'appears ' that black students tend 'to be more 

appropriately placed than white sfrudentT. 



* " \ ^ PAffi 11 

> ^ > , \ Ieiser Jt Tables 1, 2, and 3 Here 



< .Thery ..are ; several interpretations > for this finding of 
differencial placement. First, it is possible that smaller levels of 
deviance, ace required to placfe or retain a white male in a classroom 
for the Wrning disabled than for M black or f,emale child. Second, 
the nature of the">deviance may be' different With boys being placed for 
behaVior .. deviance that, is not Reflected by their academic , behavior, or 
th£iT psychological records, TJirH, black children may be ' placed in 
ot.her t 'categories- iff . handicap when they display tfte mild form of 
academic deviance "shown by the white males in ID rooms, (Bickel, in 
press). What this analysis suggestslis' that there is currently a lack 
of uniformity in standards for* placement. While variation by 
individual is expected and valued, variation that is associated with 
.group membership is not. What is not clear from this analysis is 
whether white males are being inappropriately placed, or black 
students are not- getting access to LD- services, or a little of both. 
Given differential placement, differential treatment becomes an issue 
/6f complexity and concern. It is, important to assess whether children 
f are getting less of what they need or more of what they don't need by 

virtue of group membership, 
t- Treatments - 

A two-way univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was done 'to 
determine if there were any main or interaction effects for sex and 
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race on major instructional variables. The results of the two-way 

\ANOVA suggest that "even though there are sex and race differences 

^ associated with placement, the level of achievement (pre and post), 
,•4 teacher instructional* behaviors , and student behaviors are remarkably 

C similar. Specifically, there were no significant (p < .05) main 
effects , or interactions for sex or race on any of the following 
variables: pretest, posttest, levei of curriclilar ^verlap with 
posttest, instructional pacing, cognitive press, teacher instruction, 
silent reading, or indirect reading. What is importar£ about this 
list is that it contains the key variables found to be influential in 
predicting reading performance (student silent reading^ student 

n pretest behavior, and curriculum overlap) (Leinhardt, et al., in 
press). It "also contains the key variables that influence student 

learning , behaviors (pretest, cognitive press, and teacher 

' if > 

instruction). Table 4 reports the means and standard deviations. 



-> Insert Table 4 about here 



Significance was attained, however, for the following variables 

(P£ *Q5). There was a significant sex by race interaction for oral 

reading 1Q1 « 7.01) — white r girls read aloud more; ■ a 

significant race effect for off-task (F - 7.72)- r whites were 

1 , 101 

off- task more; a significant sex effect for reward^ (Fj 1Q1 - 5.95) 
and waiting/managing » materials (F - 4.69) — girls got more 

# ' ' ' 1,101 
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rewards and waited/managed ^or^ It is important that girls bojj| get 
more rewards and wait and mai^e\trnrr It suggests that perhaps girls 
"play school^jjetterf and, rather than clearly going off task, they 
wait or sharpen" pencils or "look busy". It may also be that it takes 
Jhem longer to get materials^ they are uiyaDle to get the teacher's 
attention, so they wait linger. Given the preponderence of boys \ the 
latter explanation seem^ more likely. The signif leant' of f-task 
finding is of^bncerhMien we remember that more whiteJPare initially 
achieving rather than underachieving. What may be happening is that 
some children are learning' to be underachieved or are bored by ' the 
instruction. * , . ' v ' ' 

■ Process-Outcome Relationships V *' 

The thl,rd analysis , was designed to' assess' whether , in the context 

of similai treatments,; students were responding in similar ways to 

i ■ • ■ . 

those treatments'. In order to*do this, a series of regressions were 

, / ■ V * 

compared. This comparison o of , regressions revealed similarity of 
slopes for both models indicating . that : the same- things make a 
difference for boys and girls, blacks and -whites. Tables 5 through 8 
display the regressioq results. The F statistics reported are for the. 
comparison of the paired regressions. The two . regressions are: 
Postest - pretest + silent reading + oral reading + 

4 

.indirect reading + overlap , . ( 

and, * 

' Total Reading » pretest + teacher instruction + 

cognitive press ± reward^ + pacing ) 



f . 
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Insert Tables 5-8 about here 



♦ The results shojjsome differences, especially in total variance 

accounted for, but are Still very encouraging. From previous work, as 

1 '/ < <' ■ . 

mentioned a^ove, we are quite confident that we have a general" picture 

of w h^» types of activities s^help LD students learn to read 

. (Leinhardt, et al.', in press; g,£i'gmond, ,V*llecorsa, & Leinluprdt, 

1980). An important next step was to see whether these- same variables 

were equally important for different subgroups, ^t appears they. are. 

Of course, individual children may .weil respond to specific approaches 

differently, but thpse unique responses are not associated with Jfeing 

mile or female, M^jck or white. Jfrere is spme possibility that given 

* * 

the differeiffces in the .explanatory power (in terms 4 of"* R 2 ) of 

* 4 ' ' I - . '. V ■ ; ' . ' • "/ 

different models that >*^te&re variables missing from the analysis 



"for blacks in the case/ of tSH^eng aged reading time (Table 7) and for 



4 ^ ' ** 



girls in the case of posttest (Table 8). 

Conclusions 

We assume that special education is a beneficial thing for those 
Vho need it, tixt tKat the sacrifices (labeling, or reduced social 
studies and science, for example) are inappropriate if the child doe's 
not need it. The results of this study suggest a need to increase 

vigilance in LD placement procedures, especially for white maj.es. It 

* f * 

appears that special education teachers are ignoring race and sex in 
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• ™e ii^ructional aspects of their teaching and- are using individual, 
criteria f6r varying practices. It also, appears that students benefit 

* from the same type (broadly speaking) of instruction and learning' ^ 
.activities regai/dlesjsi of their sex or. race. These results are -what * 
one wou^d hope for primarily because of "the. support /t gives for 
continuing to serve children as JLdividuals At^er than ks members of 

a group that is determined by birth. 



J 



\ 



4 



r • • > 



V 



I 



( < 



17 



b v , '• . " : \ page 16 

* References * 

Aiken, L. R. , Jr. Ability and creativity in math. Review of Educational 

■ ■ ■ % 

Research , 1&73, 43, 405-432. : » ^ 

— - 0 

. - \J 

... 1 • V 

Armor, D. J. School and family effects on black and/white achievement: A * 
reexamination of the USOE data. In P, /*fosteller' & D. P. Mrfynihan Y 



f* (Eds.-.), On equality of educational opcp^unity . New York: - Vintage 
Pressfi972, 168-229 ' 4 



Backman, M. E. Patterns of mental abilities: Eth*nic, socioeconomic and ^ 

,1 

st»x differences. - American Educational Research Journal , 1972, 9, 



1-12. 



Bank, B. J. , Biddle, B<J., & -Good, T. L. Sex. roles. classroom 
; ° _ ) : b 

f instruction, and reading achievement.. Journal of Educational 

■■* ■ v . ' . — — 1 P. 

Psychology , 1980, 72(2), 119-132. 



Bateman, B. An educator's View u of a diagnostic approach to learning 

disorders. In J. Hellmuth (Ed.)* Learning Disorders, Volume '1. 

, I" 
Seattle, WA: Special Child Publications* lfe&5, 219-237. 

Bickel, W. The placement process -in special education ; Wlth^ special 
emphasis on issues of minot^y o^er^representation . National Academy 
of Sciences, in press." ' * 




■18 



ERIC 



PAGE 17 

Blom, G. E.\ Sex differences in reading disability. In E. Calkins (Ed.), 
, ., Reading Forum * Bethesda, MD: National Institute of Neurological 
Disease and Stroke, 1971, 31-46. N j 

... % ■ 

Blom, G. E., Frey, W. , Pravat, R. S., & Jarvis, R. Sex differences in 

receptive language and behavioral expression as they relai:e-ta_earl$ . 

* t — ; ^= *- 

^ reading achiBvemeny -Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 

lal R^sej 



American Educational Research Association, Boston," April 1 



980. 



Brophy,-)j. E. & Good, T. L. Teachers' communication of differential 
expectations fo^ children's classroom perfbrmffftce:* Some" behavioral 
t ^ data. Journil of Educational Psychology/ 1970, 61(5), 365-374. 

Comprehensive Tests -of' Basic Skills . . (CTBS) x Monterey, CA: 
CTB'/McGraw-Hill,' 1974. * V '' 



■ s 



Cooley; W.^ W. , Lefhhardfi, G., & Zigmond,^ N. ^ Explaining reading 

^ performance of learning disabled students . Pittsburgh, PA: 
/ ' . '* 1 

University of Pittsburgh, Learning Research and Development Center, 

^ 19??. (LRDC /Publication 1979/12^ 

/ f \ " ... • • 

Cooper, ^i. M., & Baron, R. M.|^ Academic expectations and attributed 
, r responsibility as predictors of professional teachers' reinforcement 
behavior. Journal of Educational Psychology , 1977/ 69(41* 409-418. 

■ , : ■ .■.•■•> V-n- ; t . 

' ' i , • .■ , ' • . ■ 

10 

ERIC 



PAGE 18 

y . 
Cornbleth, C, & Korth, W. Teachers^ 'perceptions of and interaction ^Uh 
£tudents . in multicultural classrooms . Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the annual meeting of the American Educational Research 

Association, New York City, April 1977. 

.- * ^ 

• "V 

Crain, R.- L.', & Mahard, R. E. Desegregation and" black achievement . 
' Paper presented to the National -Review Panel on Sdhool Desegregation, 
Amelia Island, FL, October 1977. p 

Daehler, M. W. .Developmental and experimental factors associated q with 
. inferential behavior. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology Jl 972 . 
13, 324-338. " ' 1 % 

. r - ;- , . ' ; , 

Datta, L., Schaefer, E., & i Davis, M. Sex and scholastic aptitude 'as 
variables in teachers' .ratings pf the adjustment and classroom 
behavior of 'Negro and « other seventh-grade students. Journal of 
Eductional Psychology . 1968. 59 m. 94-101 . j 

U. * ' ■ % ' « 

. „» , ■ * * 

pavis, 0. L., Jr., & Slobodian, J. J. -Teacher behavior "toward bo y8x and 
girls during first grade reading instruction.* American Educational 
Research Journal , 1967. 4. j261-269. 



Finn, J. D. Expectations y and the educational environment. Review of 
Educational Research ,' 1972 / 42. 387-410. * 




page 19 



1 



Flanagan', J:£nQ,, Davis, *./*'., Dailejr, W. T., Shaycoft/M. P., Orr, D. 

''/••■'. 

p., ! Goldberg, I., '&" Neymanf C. A., Jr. The American high-sehool 



students 



(Project Talent). Pittsburgh,/ PAj . University^ * of 



- Ga jar, "- J A. l/^- ^ Characteristics and classification n>£ edueabl£ mentally 




,if&frded, learning disabled, ^nd emotionally disturbed students". 
/•■(Doctoral dissertation^ University of Virginia, 1977.) Dissertation 
Abstracts International .- 1977, 38, A090-A. (University Microfilm No. 
|7"7-28/ 644.) , • • . * "* * 



tes, A. I. "Sex differences in readingCability . Elementary . School 
• *' * 
Journal . 1961, 61, 431-434. . V 

■- *» 

■•'••>••.•••• ; ■ . * • . . 

•f,Good,..T. L. , & Bro^iy, J. E. Questioned equality for grade one boys^and 
jft ''' girls. Reading Teacher -, 1971,' 25, 247^252. 

■ ' . .. .. , / 



Greenberger, O'Connor, J.„& Sorensen, A. Personality, cognitive, and 
academic^ correlaT^ of problem-solving^ flexibility. Developmental 
Psychology . 197t, 4, 416-424. „ ' , 



Hallahan, D. P., & Kauffmajtt,* J. M. Exceptional childiren: Introduction t£ 
special education ." gfrglewood Cliffs. NJ: Prentice-Hall. 1978.^ 



ERIC 



21 



. J • ^ • PAGE 20 

Hansche, J. H. , & Got/fried, N. W. Special education classification : £ 
multivariate "analysis and evaluation of cllfical judgments • 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation* Tulane University, V$80. I 

Humphreys, L: V G. /Implications' of grdu^ diff^nces for t^L 
interpretation. Assessment in a. pluralistic society * Proceedings of J 
the 1972 Invitational Conference oti Testing Problems. Princeton, NJ# 



' ^^Sduoational Testing Service, 1972, 56rjri. . 



Hunt, J. McV. Heredity, environment, artfJ class or ethnic differences 7/ 

f. • \ N / 

Assessment in a pluraUstjfc society . Proceedings of the 1972 

Invitational Conference on Testing * Problems. Princeton, NJ: 

« , c 

Educational Testing Service, 1972, 3-36. ) 

Jackson, P. W., & Lahaderne, H. M. Inequalities afi teacherHpupil contacts, 
Psyjbholfeg/ in the Schools . 1967, 4(3)\ 204-£lf. ' ^\ x ' 



♦ , R . K • 



Jantz, R. Km The effects of sex, race, IQ and SES on the reading scores of 
sixth graders^for bot\ levels and gains in performance/^ Psychology in 



^ i / * V J 

the S^hoo lsf 1974, 111 90^94. 



Jastak, J. F>,XijojA, S. W., & Jastak, S. R. The Wide Range Achievement 
Test. Wilmington, DE: Jastak Associates, Inc., 1976. 



> 



Johnson, D. D. Sex differences in reading across cultures. ■ Reading 
Research Quarterly , 1973-1974. 9^ (1), 67-86. .^1 



Kirk, S. A. ,• & Elkins, -\J. Characteristics of children ensiled infthe 
Child Service Demonstration Centers: Journal /of Learning 
Disabilities . 1975, 8, 630-637. * { • * 



Klaus, R. A., & Gr^y, S. W. The early training •praje'ct for disadvantaged 
^ children: A report after five yeajrs.' Mbnographslrf the Society for 
Research in Child Development . ije>f t 33 (4, Serial No> 1ZQ). 

' NT 

Koester, L. s/ & Farley, p! H. SexV similarities ' 



Sex\ similarities in vchildren's 
physiological, task performance and observed behavior "patterns . Paper 
presetted at the annual meeting of the Amkttan^Educational Research 
Association, Boston, April 1980. " 

Larson, S. L. The implications of labeling and diagnostic placements of 
< children within schools in two southeasterT Nebraska communities. 
(fyct"oral Dissertation, University «of Nebraska, 1978.) Dissertation 
• Abstracts International. 1978. 39 . < 1440A-] AAt a (University Microfilm 
^ |No. 78-147^0). * • J? 

Leihhardt^G., & Seewa^d, A. M. Sfcafent-Level Observation of Beginning 



Readilg. Journal of Educational Measurement , in press, 



Leinhardt, G., Seewald, A. - M., & Bfigel, M. Learning what's taught: Sex 
differences in instruction. Journal of Educational Psychology , 1979. 
71 (4), 432-439. ' 



V 



j PAGE ^2 



) Leinhardt, G., Zigmond ,< N. / 



ooley, W. W. Reading instruction an<^ its 



effects . Amerfrfcan Educational Research Journal , fn press . 




Maccoby, E. E. , & Jaekli^,,C. N. j The[ psySWogy of / sex differences . 
■ ' ' Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University #ess, 1^74. ' 
• ' ' • • v ' 

McCandless, B. R., Roberts, A., &'Starnes, T. < Teachers • marks, achievement 
test scores? and /aptitude relations witt* respect to social class, 



r;ace, and sex. Journal of Educational Psychology ,^ 1972, 63(2) 



\ 



f JL53-159. 



4 



i 



* - 



McKinney, J, t>. Problem-solving strategies' in impulsive and reflective 
gra 



second gtadefs. Developmental\ps?cliology , 197 J, 8, 145. 



Meyer, W. , & Thompson, G. Teacher interactions with b^ys as contrasted 
withS^ girls. In R. G. Kuhlen & G. G. Thomps^ (Eds.), Psychological 
St uM es of Human Development . New York: Appleb>fi^£entury-Crof ts , 
1963,-474-482. 



t 



Mosteller, F., & Moynihan, D. A pathbreaking report. In A Mueller & 
D. Moynihan (Eds.), On equality of educational opportunity ^ New York: 
Vintage Press, 1972/ 




a* 



«4 



PA& 23 



N^man, C. A., & Zigmond, N. Char^ltri sties of children labeled and 

servecT as learning I disabled in school systems affiliated- with Child 

V " ' , [ ■ 

Journ al^of Learning Disabilities , 



Service Demonstration 

t 

1980., 13< 10 )> 542-54?. 




r 



■ ■ ■ ■ • •<■ . 

Owen, F. W. Dyslexia — Genetic - aspects. 'In A 



r U 



Benton & D. Pearl 

, • V\ 

(Ed6.), Dyslexia: Ari^- ^ppraisaj of .current - knowledge . New York: 

r- i ~ — 1 — *- 



v 0xford University Press, 19-78, 266-284./' 



Parsley, K. M./,*bwell, M., & O'Connor, 



Further investigation of sex 
-differerf^s' in achievement of unier-, average-, and jover-achieving • 

' *^ ' , . '.> ~> :> .-. 

.students within five^IO. groups ii^ grades four through eight. Th^ 
^ Journal of Educational Research ; 1964, 57(5"), 268-270.' ' 



Quay, L. Ci Negro dialect and Bine't performance in severely disadvantaged- 
black four-year-olds^ Child Development . 1572,- 43, 245-250. 



Reynolds, C. R. The invariance of the factorial validity of 



the 




ropolitan Readiness Tests for blacks, whites, males, and females* 
Educational and ^PBycferlogical Measurement , 1979, 39a 1047-1052. 



Heynolds, R. N., Cober, J. 6. , & Moyer, K. L. Pennsylvania looks at 
S P eclal Education : A two-year- report. Harrisburg, PA: Pennsylvania 
Department of Education, April 1978. 



1 




PAGE 24' 



^Rist. R. C The invisible ' chtdren : „ School Integration in American 

society^ Cambridge, HA: Harvard University Press, 1978. 

» » - - ' '" > 

* ' . r ' 

*- - " ' / • 

. V- . ' ■ ■ 

Samuels, S. J., A Turnure, J. E. Attention and , reading achievement in 

first-grade /boys and girl's. JoujfeaJ ,of Educational Psychology , 1974, 



• 66 29-32. > 



. 4 b 

SpaoheAG. D. Diagnostic reading scales . Mpnterey, -CAT CTp/McGraw-Hil j,, 

' - 197 



St. John, N.-il. School desegregation: Outcomes for children . , New Ydrk:' 
Wiley, 1975. ' ' • . 

* ■ i 

» , • ./ 

Tulkin, S. R. RaV^ class, family, and "school Achievement.. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology , 1968","' 9(1), 31-37. 

: >• ' , •• - : 

Wait^ R. .F. , & McCarthy, J. F. The impact of classroom -' organisation on 
teachers' racial stereotyping ; Presented at the annual meeting of the 

American Sociological ^Association, New York, August 1980. 

'if * : « 

Weinberg, M. -The relationship between school desegregation and academic 
achievement: A review of ( the research. Law and Contemporary 
♦ Problems , 1975, 39(2), 241-2/6. 



~4 • 



PAGE 25 



Weinberg, M. Minority students: A research appraisal . Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office, March 1977.' 



Zigmond, N. , Vallecorsa, A., & Leinhardt, G. Reading instruction for 
9 

students with learning disabilities. Topics in Language Disprders , 
1980, l_(l) t 89-98. . 



\ 



/AGE 26 



Footnotes. 



\ 



1 ' 

The overlap variable Is a measure of the degree* to which what 

is. being tested on the criterion measure has been taught in the 

classroom, and was obtained through a teacj^r interview. 

Pacing is an estimate of the rate a student moves through 

reading material . This was obtained by examining consecutive days 1 

reading assignments and counting the number of words* 

The remaining variables used in the analyses (excluding 

% 

pre- and posttest measures) were obtained through observation (see 
Leinhardt & Seewald, 1980). Teacher instruction was obtained from 
time sJl^les of teacher behavior and includes model presentation^ 
explanations, feedback, cueing, and monitoring. Rewards were measured 
by event sampling and reflect the* average number of reinforcers 
received per day per chilli. Cognitive press was a rating done by the 
observer for each child for each observational session. The measure 
is the average rating received. 

The last four variables were obtained by observing students on 
a time sampling basis. . Jiilent reading means that the student was 
engaged with print, there was evidence that s/he was reading, but no 
sound was audible to the observer. On the other hand, oral reading 
means that the studeent Was reading aloud, and could be heard by the 
observer. Waiting was recorded if' the student was waiting for 
something (materials, equipment, etc.) or someone (teacher, aide, 
group formation, etc.). The off-task category refers here to a 



student who wag supposed to be engaged in a .reading activity but was 
not it the time of observation* 

2// " ' 

An overall multivariate ANOVA was also done and results suggest 

f 

ny- significant >jnain effect for sex or sex by race interaction. A 
significant effect was found for race (P Qn "' 2 * 78 > P < * 05 )* 



' Tablet" 
Three-Way Contingency Table 
Achievement x Sex x Race (n s 105) 



; 


y\i 

White 


• Black 




Female 


9 


i 


10 


Male 


» 

30 


6 


36 




39 

1 


7 


46 



Underachievers 





White 

IfllltV 


Black 


Jpemale 


12 

L 


10 


Male 


' 20 


17 




32 


27 



Xi * 14.09 (p<.QI) 



i t 



/ ; Table 2 

/ Two-Way Contingency Table 

* Achievement x Race * 
: for Fema||M (n ¥ 32p 



l r f 

£5 



White 

• r.i 



Black/; 



./•;•• 



Achievers Underachieves 



9 




21 
11 


' / 


f 10 


. 10 0 22 


32 

* 



X a =3.84 (p<.05) 



Table 3 , 
Two-Way Contingency Table 
Achievement x Race 
for Males (n^73) 



Ach ievers Underach ievers 



White 


30 


20 


50 


Black 


6 


17 


23 




36 


37 


73 



X\ = 7.24 (p<.01) 
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Variable . 



11) White Firinales (n= 21) Black Males (n » 23) White Males (n = 50) 



X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


MS 


5.70 


... y 

\ 

11.36 


7.13 


12.26 


6.04 


301.57 


p2.70 


285.13 


65.73 


292.50 


57.82 


51.06 


26.01 


55.83 1 


28.36 


58.78 


28.70 


2.72 


.83 


2.81 


.82 


2.66 


.70 


2.55 


1.50 


' 1.65 


1.11 


1.63 


1.39 


4.25 , 


.99 


4.14 


.78 


3.94 


.79 


15.44 


7.80 


' 17(07 ■ 


9.47 


16.14 


7.28 


13:76 


7.07' 


h\ 


10.51 


13.01 


9.04 


17.12 


8.74 


14.96 


7.29 


' 11.42 


6.88 


49.76 


, 9.20 


44.90 


12.13 


47,91 


il2.11 


26.38 


22.(5 \ 


.14.50 


8.74 


24.85 


14.26 
10.92 


59.19 


8.92 


; 51.12 


10.81 


' 55.16 



. Posttest 



Rewards 



Teacher Instruction 



Off-Task 



11.19 
261. 
(28 , 22.81 



,3.82 1 .71 

21.20 7.90 

12.34 7.24 

12.04 5.45 

51.66 12.14 

[1.16 12.38 

58l20 13,40 
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Table6 



Correlations of Regression Variables for Mali 



as and Females (n ■ 73 and 3f Respectively) 



1 Pretest 

2 Posttest 


.84 


x 3 Overlap 


>\47 


4 Pacing 


.58 


5 Rewards t / 


^.06 


6 Cognitive Press 


.34 


' 1 Teacher Instruction 


.10 


8 Direct Silent Reading • • 
•9 Direct Oral Reading- 


.60 


. .15 


10 Total Indirect Reading 


.06 


11 Total Engaged Reading 
— / 1 


.38 




' 1 




2 C l 4 5 6 * 7 8 9 10 1'1 



Males 



♦ 



\ 4 * 
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Table 6 



Correlation! of Variables Used in Regression for Whites and Blacks (n ■ 71 and 34 Respectively) 



Whites 




1 Pretest 

2 Posttest 

3 Overlap 



5 Rewards 

6 Cognitive Press 

7 Teacher Instruction 



10 Total Indirect Reading 
11 



1 2 3, \$ 5 6 7 



.49 
i17 



8 9 



•79 .33 .51 -.01 .34 ,15 
•50- .45 .09 .38 .17 

.56 .52 ^^.42 -.20^ -.02 

.43 .27 A ,00 .47 

^37 -.23 -.31 -.32 \ .21 

.25 .32 .25 < .38 -.14 

-.12 -.07 .24 -.11 

.76 .72 .55 .36 

•07 ,.22 .11 .25 .00 

•^36 -.25 -.14 -.27 .68 

.20 .32 .26 .11 



.30 
.23 
.24 
.28 



n32 

.36. -.02 

.16 .18 

.68 -.21 .62 

.42 .12 .53 



.57 .06 
.60 .13 



.19 .10 



.43 



-.25 .15 
.43 .58 



10 



,11 
.14 
.11 



.35 .15 
.41 



.24 .40 

.61 .30 .22 

.32 .33 .64 

.29 .31 



.24 



.67 



.37 
.39 
.18 
.40 
.49 
.50 
.63 
.71 
.65 
.79 



1 2 ' 3 4 5,6 



8 9 10 11 



Blacks 



3 



Table 7 

Comparison of Regress^ on Total Reading by Sex and by Race 



Total Reading', 

("•mill 



20.5 + 7PT + .8TI + 2.5CP + .06R + fr.2P 
(.3) b (.2) (2.1) (.01) (2.9) 



* Total Reading \ «« 7.5 + .7PT + 1.2TI + 6.6CP + .03R + 1.9P 
Ml " ' (.3) (.2) (2.2)' (.01) (2.7), 



F (6.93) ^15(ns) 



Total Reading * 12.7 + .6PT + 1.2TI + 4.4CP + .04R + 3.2P 

"»*• - (.3) (.2) (2.0) (.01) (.2.5) 

» 

Total Reading j ■ 21.0 + .7PT + .9TI + 4.8CP + .04R + 1.3P 

B,,ck , (.4) (.?) (3.3) (.02) (3.7) 



F (5(93) - 0.29 (ns) 

Where: PT a pretest 

Tl B teacher instruction 
CP = cognitive press 
R - rewards 
. P ' ■ pacing 



Standard errors; are enclosed in parentheses 
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Table 8 



Comparison of Regressions on Poittest by Six and by Race 



Poittest 1 - 162.7 + 8.2PT + 1.5DS V 1.3DO - .1IT + .30V 
s fmm /\ (2 .Q)b n.6) ((0 , ((7 , (>3| 



R 2 ■ ,67 



Poittest < 

Mil* 



180.5 + ' 6.1PT + 1.0D? - .05DO -.1IT + .50V 
4.7) (,5) (.5) (.3) (.1) 



F (M3) «0.66(ns) 



R 2 - .78 



Posttest 

www 




Posttest 



ick 



191.0 M 5.5PT + 1.6DS + .1D0 - .3IT + ,50V 
•1.8) (.6) (.5) (.3) )(.1) 



■ 152.8 + 7.4PT + .8DS +' 1.4D0 T .2IT + .02QV 
(1.3) (.9) (.8) (.5) (.3) 



a, 03) 



1.28 (ns) 



1 Where: PT ^ pretest 

DS = direct silent reading 
D0= direct oral reading 
IT = indirect reading total 
0V= overlap . 



4r 



R 2 « .73 



R 2 ■ .80 



Standard errors are enclosed in parentheses 
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